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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The present Communication is responsive to Applicant's amendment filed March 

02, 2009 responsive to Final Rejections dated July 2, 2008. Applicant's amendments 
and/or arguments have been considered with the results that follow. 

2. Claim 1-2, 4-6, 8-10, 12-14 and 16-21 are now pending in the application under 
prosecution as claims 3, 7, 1 1 , and 15 have been canceled by Applicant's Amendment. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -2, 4-6, 8-1 0, 1 2-1 4 and 1 6-21 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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6. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8-10, 12-14 and 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US 6,629,316 (Curtis) in view of US 6,952,479 (Shavit et al). 

With respect to claim 5, Curtis teaches an information processing method (a 
system, method, and program enables overriding program properties using a 
specially designated environment variable statement) comprising: referring to a 
script containing parameters; checking values of the parameters (identifying in a list of 
environment variables any property names having the pre-designated prefix), 
when a checked result is correct, referring to values of the parameters; and executing 
steps specified by the script in a way that replaces a parameter of the script with a value 
of the parameter (means for causing a replacement of a given associated value in 
the property object with the different property value for each of the identified 
property names that match one of the property names in the property object) 
[Abstract; Fig. 6; Col. 6, Lines 14-24; Col. 11, Lines 7-40]. Curtis fails to specifically 
teach the script being encrypted and a module decrypting the script. However, Shavit 
teaches dynamic copy protection of optical media conveying script including encrypting 
the script before downloading and running the script including authenticating and 
decrypting the script [Fig. 5, Col. 17, Lines 63 to Col. 18, Line 19]. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having both teaching before 
him/her at the time of the invention to feature script being encrypted and a module 
decrypting the script, in combination with the information processing method by Curtis 
because the result would have prevented a hacker from discovering or tampering with 
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algorithms that are used in the copy protection applied by the module, as taught by 
Shavit (Col. 18, Lines 1-12). The combination is proper because Shavit teaches 
computer to run script, which automatically updates the program code of the protection 
module, the script typically changes the values of certain parameters used by protection 
module in calculating the modification to be made [Col. 17, Lines 63 to Col. 18, Line 19]. 

With respect to claim 1 , Curtis teaches the invention as claimed, an information 
processing system (a system, method, and program enables overriding program 
properties using a specially designated environment variable statement) 
comprising: a first storage medium readable by a computer and storing script containing 
parameters; a checking module checking values of the parameters (designated "set to 
environment variable" method compares each environment variable name with 
the property variable name in the script file), a second storage module, when a 
checked result is correct, storing values of the parameters; and a module executing 
steps specified by the script in a way that replaces a parameter of the script with a value 
of the parameter (means for causing a replacement of a given associated value in 
the property object with the different property value for each of the identified 
property names that match one of the property names in the property object) 
[Abstract; Fig. 6; Col. 6, Lines 14-24; Col. 11, Lines 7-40]. Curtis fails to specifically 
teach the script being encrypted and a module decrypting the script. However, Shavit 
teaches dynamic copy protection of optical media conveying script including encrypting 
the script before downloading and running the script including authenticating and 
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decrypting the script [Fig. 5, Col. 17, Lines 63 to Col. 18, Line 19]. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having both teaching before 
him/her at the time of the invention to feature script being encrypted and a module 
decrypting the script, in combination with the information processing method by Curtis 
because the result would have prevented a hacker from discovering or tampering with 
algorithms that are used in the copy protection applied by the module, as taught by 
Shavit (Col. 18, Lines 1-12). The combination is proper because Shavit teaches 
computer to run script, which automatically updates the program code of the protection 
module, the script typically changes the values of certain parameters used by protection 
module in calculating the modification to be made [Col. 17, Lines 63 to Col. 18, Line 19]. 

With respect to claim 2, Curtis teaches the information processing system, 
wherein the script represents steps configuring a predetermined target system by 
combining a plurality of subsystems, and the parameter is characteristic information that 
individually adapts said subsystem to the target system (script file defining default 
operation or behavior for the process with properties and values saved in the 
property object) [Fig. 5-6; Col. 6, Lines 8-14; Col. 14, Lines 14-28]. 

With respect to claim 4, Curtis teaches the information processing system further 
comprising: a module accepting a value setting with respect to the parameter; and a 
module judging whether the value with the setting accepted can be applied to said 
target system or subsystem (script file defining default operation or behavior for the 
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process with properties and values saved in the property object) [Fig. 5-6; Col. 14, 
Lines 14-28]. 

With respect to claims 18-21 , Shavit teaches computer to run script, which 
automatically updates the program code of the protection module, the script typically 
changes the values of certain parameters used by protection module in calculating the 
modification to be made (combining the script with a readout setting value) [Col. 17, 
Lines 63 to Col. 18, Line 19]. 

With respect to claims 5-6, 8-10, 12-14 and 16-21, the claims correspond to other 
format of claims 1-2 and 3-4, are rejected based on the same assumption, as 
addressed above. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US 2004/0039773 (Yoshida) teaching Information processing system, 
information processing method and program with copy protection. 

Contact Information 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Pierre-Michel Bataille whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4178. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon, Tue-Fri (8:00A to 5:30P). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew M. Kim can be reached on (571) 272-4182. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Pierre-Michel Bataille/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2186 



